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Maja,
 
Enclosed is PacRim’s response to DEC/EPA regarding ongoing concerns with their SSC proposal.
 Please review and share with EPA HQ this at your earliest opportunity so that we may discuss it next
 week.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Brock Tabor
brock.tabor@alaska.gov
Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation
Division of Water: Water Quality Standards, Assessment & Restoration
(907) 465-5185
http://www.dec.alaska.gov/water/wqsar/index.htm
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  PACRIM COAL, LP
1007 W 3rd Avenue Suite 304     Anchorage, AK 99501 
Tel: (907) 276-6868      Fax: (907) 276 2395   


January 29, 2016 


Brock Tabor, Water Quality Standards 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
410 Willoughby St, Suite 303 
Juneau, AK 99801 
 
RE:   Responses to Feb 3, 2016 SSC Comments from ADEC and the USEPA 
 
Dear Brock, 


Attached please find our requested written responses to the ADEC and EPA comments on the 
Site Specific Criteria (SSC) for the Chuitna Coal Project from a meeting between ADEC and 
EPA on Feb 3, 2016.  While we are admittedly frustrated with the duration of this review 
process, we are encouraged by ADEC’s willingness and determination to find a path forward. 


Before I summarize our general response, I thought it would be beneficial to put into perspective 
the estimated discharge volumes from the proposed mine operations.  To help generate a detailed 
drainage control plan under the Alaska Coal Surface Mine Control and Reclamation Plan 
(ASCMCRA), PacRim Coal, LP (PRC) generated two key study documents – a 3D groundwater 
modeling effort (reviewed by a subgroup that included ADNR, ADEC, OSM, EPA and COE) 
and a Water Management Plan (also reviewed by the hydrology subgroup).  These documents 
estimate, among other things, (1) the annual amount of groundwater  withdrawn from the main 
aquifers in the mine area ahead of mining, (2) the potential depletion of the area stream flows 
this dewatering may induce, (3) the annual surface storm water run-off (calculated monthly) 
from the general mine area, and (4) a water balance to help determine how the water flows can 
be used to maintain the historic stream flows in the adjoining streams during mining. 


The results of the analysis show that, for at least the first 8 years of mining (which begins after 
the 2-year construction period), all surface water run-off from active mining is confined to the 
Middle Creek Drainage.  As the mine develops into the middle and later phases of mining, the 
majority (well over 50%) of the surface water discharges continue to be discharged in the Middle 
Creek basin.  Hence, the focus of the activity is in the Middle Creek drainage area.  The attached 
table demonstrates this, based on the water management plan analysis (Tetra tech, 2013).  We 
have also compiled a series of maps that try to demonstrate the graphically (also attached). 


Discharge of groundwater, which is non-contact water intercepted ahead of mining, is also 
focused on Middle Creek.  The groundwater being intercepted ahead of mining includes the 
source of the surface water baseflow (glacial drift) to the surrounding streams.  This water will 
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be directed to those same streams to offset any potential depletion caused by the drawdown of 
that aquifer.  Based on the groundwater model estimates, no water will need to be discharged 
(nor is planned) into Bass Creek until at least the 2nd decade of mine operations.  Estimates show 
the required groundwater will make up less than 5% of the total stream flow in those later years.  
Lone Creek shows some depletion earlier in the mine life due to these dewatering operations.  
However, like Bass Creek, the discharged groundwater to the stream to offset flow depletion 
makes up, on average, between 3 and 6% of the total stream flow in any given year.  The 
remainder (and majority) of groundwater intercepted ahead of mining will be discharged to 
Middle Creek, where it makes up roughly ¼ of the stream flow, on an annual average, during 
initial mining and increases from that point forward for the remainder of the mine life. 


We point to these details to help frame the discussion on a path forward in the proper 
perspective.  The attached table and figures are intended to help document the operational goals 
of the water management plan and how discharges to streams relate to the three tributaries in 
question. 


To summarize our thoughts on the path forward (as contained in the attached responses), we are 
interested, willing and in fact propose the following: 


 Al and Zn – reduce the area of applicability to Middle Creek to help alleviate the 
temporal and spatial representativeness concerns of EPA and follow the 2009 Sample 
Plan for these metals. 


 Cu – likewise reduce the area of applicability as above, and we are open to using the 
BLM as suggested by EPA in lieu of the WER as originally proposed.  Key to this will be 
finalizing the requirements for the inputs to avoid another series of reviews, negotiations 
and comment-responses.  We believe what we presented in the December 2015 summary 
is adequate for setting a Cu value that is protective. 


We are open and available to follow-up discussions on the attached information, Brock.  It is our 
desire to have a draft decision document available for public review to coincide with the release 
of the draft SEIS, schedule currently for May.  We look forward to the meeting Thursday. 


Sincerely, 


 


Daniel Graham, PE 
Chuitna Project Manager 


Cc:  


Attachments: Surface Water Discharge Summary Table and Maps (Years 1,8,15,22) 
 PRC Responses to 2-3-16 Comments 







Chuitna Coal Project
Surface Water Discharge Esimates


(based on Water Management Plan)


Compiled by: D. Graham


Surface Stormwater Discharge Summary


Ave Surface 
Water 


Discharge 
fom mine to 


Stream


Ave Stream 
Flow (Pre-
Mine)* near 
mouth of 
Tributary


SW 
Discharge as 
% of Stream 


Flow


Discharge to 
Stream as % 
of total  Mine 


SW 
Discharge


Ave Surface 
Water 


Discharge 
from mine to 


Stream


Ave Stream 
Flow (Pre-
Mine)* at 


Mine 
Boundary


SW 
Discharge as 
% of Stream 
Flow at Mine 


Boundary


Ave Stream 
Flow (Pre-
Mine)* near 


Mouth of 
Tributary


SW 
Discharge as 
% of Stream 


Flow at 
Mouth


SW 
Discharge to 
Stream as % 
of total Mine 


SW 
Discharge


Ave Surface 
Water 


Discharge 
from mine to 


Stream


Ave Stream 
Flow (Pre-


Mine)* below 
mine area


SW 
Discharge as 
% of Stream 
Flow below 
mine area


Ave Stream 
Flow (Pre-
Mine)* near 


Mouth of 
Tributary


SW 
Discharge as 
% of Stream 


Flow at 
Mouth of 
Tributary


SW 
Discharge to 
Stream as % 
of total Mine 


SW 
Discharge


Ave Total 
Surf Water 
Discharge


0 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 2.36 9.97 23.7% 33 7.1% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 2.36


1 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 3.54 9.97 35.5% 33 10.7% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 3.54


2 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 4.72 9.97 47.3% 33 14.3% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 4.72


3 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 7.65 9.97 76.7% 33 23.2% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 7.65


4 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 9.57 9.97 96.0% 33 29.0% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 9.57


5 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 9.66 9.97 96.9% 33 29.3% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 9.66


6 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 11.22 9.97 112.5% 33 34.0% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 11.22


7 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 13.09 9.97 131.2% 33 39.7% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 13.09


8 0 25.25 0.0% 0.0% 12.85 9.97 128.9% 33 38.9% 100.0% 0 26 0.0% 36.65 0.0% 0.0% 12.85


15 4.23 25.25 16.7% 21.3% 15.11 9.97 151.5% 33 45.8% 76.0% 0.55 26 2.1% 36.65 1.5% 2.8% 19.88


22 2.36 25.25 9.3% 12.2% 12.92 9.97 129.6% 33 39.1% 66.9% 4.02 26 15.5% 36.65 11.0% 20.8% 19.30


*Rti, 2009, Station C110 *Rti, 2009, Station C141 *Rti, 2009, Station C180 *Rti, 2009, Station C198 *Rti, 2009, Station C220


Year of 
Mining


2004 Drainage 2003 Drainage 2002 Drainage


Yearly Discharges























 


 
 


  PACRIM COAL, LP
1007 W 3rd Avenue Suite 304     Anchorage, AK 99501
Tel: (907) 276-6868      Fax: (907) 276 2395   


Written Response – ADEC 02-03-16 Meeting Notes and Action Plan 


Response Date: February 29, 2016 


 


The following items are from the “Chuitna Post-Meeting Notes and Action Plan_02_03_16.docx” submitted to PRC via e-mail from 
ADEC.  PacRim met with ADEC staff on February 9, 2016 to discuss the following items and provide our thoughts and responses to 
what EPA and/or ADEC is suggesting as a path forward.  This document is the written responses as requested by ADEC.  It should be 
noted that PRC is encouraged that the agencies are seeking a path forward and is willing and eager to find a mutualy agreeable 
resolution to these issues to bring this process to a close. 


1. Representativeness of sampling data used to develop SSC studies used to develop SSC for aluminum and zinc 
 


NOTE: In addition to the specific items listed below, there was also a question on switching from the WER as proposed, 
reviewed (and approved) in the 2009 study plan to a BLM-style calculation for aluminum and zinc, acknowledging there is no 
formal Biotic Ligand Model (BLM) adopted yet by EPA for these metals.  As such, we are not inclined to make that switch at 
this stage due primarily to (1) the WER process is documented in guidance, was the proposed study plan approach and has 
been used widely throughout the US dating back to 1994, and (2) the development of the BLM for these metals are far behind 
that for copper (see Item 2 later in this response) and we are concerned about being caught up in a developmental stage of a 
new model, the added time, potential costs and legal (defensible) reasons.  Hence, we propose to stay with the WER for these 
2 metals. 


ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
a. PacRim has expressed a willingness to 


further discuss EPA’s concerns with 
‘representative’ data and what is 


Representativeness of the WER sample site in relation to area waters has been a 
discussion point dating back to the original study plan.  We have submitted multiple 
memo’s with piper diagrams and a variety of other metrics that show how the area 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
appropriate to calculate a protective SSC 
for aluminum and zinc using WER. In an 
effort to demonstrate such a 
commitment:  


waters are similar.  However, it is clear that what we have submitted has not been 
received by EPA as responsive to their standard.  In retrospect, we wish this issue 
had been clearly vetted prior to initiating sampling.  We were under the impression 
the sample plan was approved as written and revised, but that is clearly not the 
understanding of all parties involved.  I am not sure what else we can do – there is 
not much additional existing data we can provide.  Hence, we are left with two 
options to move things forward (in our opinion).  However, prior to laying those 
out, I would like to put the setting in perspective.  Please see the summary of 
proposed discharges included in the cover letter attached. 


 
Using that summary as a basis, the 2 options we see in order to be deemed 
“responsive” to EPA’s continued concerns about representativeness, are (1) restart 
the WER test process by expanding both the number of sample sites (spatial)and 
the total number of samples (temporal) from each site, or (2) reduce the area of 
applicability to reflect both the immediate location of the samples collected to date 
and the location of the proposed discharge.  Please advise if we are missing a third 
option that may be acceptable. 
 
In regards option 1 (restart the entire WER program), we would propose to 
generate a new series of samples with both spatial and temporal distribution 
throughout the entire site to meet with EPA’s approval.  At this point in time, after 
spending 6 years working through the original sample plan and investing a 
significant amount of resources (both time and money) into following that plan, 
and with the DSEIS process advancing to the public notice stage in the next few 
months along with some draft permit documents, we are resistant to accepting this 
approach. 
 
Option 2 appears much more palatable.  Under this option, we would reduce the 
area of applicability to Middle Creek, with the exception of Al criteria, which would 
include Middle Creek as well as extending from the mouth of Middle Creek down 
the Chuit River to the marine terminus (see load analysis performed by Tetra Tech 
using existing site water sample for these reaches).  Our basis for requesting this 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
option be considered as acceptable by ADEC and EPA are: 


1. The location of the WER sample site (C141) on Middle Creek coincides 
with the location (generally) of ALL stormwater discharge for the first 8+ 
years of mining.  It is the location of over 70% of all surface water 
discharges for the remainder of the mine life years, based on the Water 
Management Plan (see cover letter summary).  


2. Reducing the area of applicability removes (or in our opinion reduces) 
concerns over determining surface waters in adjoining drainages as similar 
(spatial). 


3. If we can proceed with the reduced area based on the study plan and 
remove the representativeness question, then the site specific criteria 
process can proceed and be known – at least as proposed – to the agencies 
reviewing the DSEIS and various permit applications being reviewed. 


4. As no stormwater discharges or mine site disturbance is planned in the 
adjoining drainages for at least the first 8 years of mining (following a 2-3 
year construction window), this will allow ample time to conduct additional 
sampling in the adjoining streams at a future date, should PRC propose to 
expand any site specific criteria proposals to those adjoining streams. 


5. If setting potential site specific criteria is indeed proposed at a later date – 
prior to mine disturbance in the adjoining tributaries – there will be 
significantly more data on the actual mine discharges of stormwater and 
groundwater to inform that process at that time (see Issue 3 below). 


 
Based on the above, PRC is proposing that the area of applicability for the Al, Zn 
(and Cu) be reduced to Middle Creek, with the Al criteria being extended to the 
terminus of the Chuit River to reflect the high levels of total Al present during 
storm events in the system which are shown to be elevated naturally due to 
increased turbidity.  These levels are in the total and not in the dissolved 
component. 
 


i. DEC requests PacRim review EPA’s 
comments and the DEC response (05-


The key items related to the Al and Zn WER analysis is contained in Items A.I(2) 
(EPA comments from 12-12-2014 and 3-25-2015) and A.II(1 and 2) (EPA 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
29-15), specific to aluminum and 
zinc, and determine whether the 
existing water chemistry data 
previously submitted to EPA 
adequately represents the critical 
conditions for the purposes of 
conducting WER testing and 
addressing EPA’s technical concerns. 


comments from 12-12-2014 and 3-25-2015).  We highlight/summarize those past 
responses as follows: 
 
Representativeness of C141 to all three tributaries – Appendix A was added to 
the study plan at the request of EPA and ADEC to address this specific concern.  
PRC also submitted additional information specific to pH and graphs showing flow 
regimes vs key parameters of concern to EPA for WER testing (conductivity, TOC, 
alkalinity, TSS, pH and TDS) as a basis for testing under various flow conditions to 
capture the changes may induce to these parameters of concern. 
 
Specific requested parameters – As further follow-up, PRC’s technical memorandum of 
February 2013 (Tetra Tech 2013) showed results of analysis using box and whisker 
statistical plots of the 3 important chemical parameters as specifically identified by 
EPA, including pH, TOC, and hardness between stations throughout the proposed 
project applicability area with additional comparison to the same parameters from 
the specific WER samples.   
 
Temporal and Spatial Variability - The 2013 memorandum above and the February 14, 
2014 memorandum specifically addressed the variability in aluminum 
concentrations measured at all sites in the project area and of the WER samples.  
Both memoranda statistically demonstrated no significant difference in the 
geochemistry of the waters occurring throughout the site.  Results of a One-Way 
ANOVA statistical analysis demonstrated that there were no statistically significant 
differences between any stations for observed aluminum concentrations across all 
times of the year.  Evaluation of major geochemical parameters also showed 
extremely similar water quality and quality types for all stations.  The aluminum 
evaluation demonstrated through regression analysis and loading evaluations that 
variability in aluminum and other site constituents was a function of flow regime 
and not temporal factors.  For this reason the WER testing was conducted across 
the major low and higher flow regimes rather than temporally.  On January 25, 
2016 we submitted additional information on temporal variation of TOC for 
Middle Creek.  Our WER samples for TOC at the various flow regimes ranged 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
from 7.7 (high flow) to 4.5 (low flow).  The low flow produced the highest WER 
for Aluminum (Note: during the July and August 2009 review of the study plan, 
EPA was most interested in testing during low flow conditions).  Historic sampling 
shows that TOC in middle creek bottoms out at about 3.0, with only 2 samples 
below that level, both of which are 4 miles downstream at Station C180.   
 
 
Large variability of results for Aluminum – To further respond to this, we would suggest 
we look to the EPA guidance and the use of the geometric mean in the calculations 
for a final WER.  The use of a geometric mean reduces the importance of very high 
values and would be intended, in our opinion, as the mechanism to deal with 
sample variability under development of the guidance.  It is unclear where in the 
guidance the applicant, after testing, would need to further analyze why there is 
variability in results from samples collected under different flow conditions.  Also, 
EPA suggests that a larger number of samples and locations is suggested and would 
“reveal larger spatial and temporal variability”.  Would that not further support the 
use of the mean?  The guidance for the WER suggests the use of the geometric 
mean and not a percentile of the results.  With the area of applicability reduced, and 
with demonstration of the waters within Middle Creek being similar, and with WET 
testing included as a permit condition, is EPA and ADEC in a better position to 
accept the results of the WER as proposed?     
 
PacRim maintains that we have adequately demonstrated the appropriateness in 
using site 141 for WER studies.  However, we are proposing to reduce the area of 
applicability to Middle Creek to demonstrate our continued willingness to address 
EPA’s concerns on this issue. 
 
EPA is suggesting that the use of the single lowest WER of the three (2.68) requires further 
justification to demonstrate it is protective – This comment seams completely biased, 
subjective, and not based in any guidance or science.  The WER process and testing 
was all conducted using EPA guidance.  Why would even the lowest of the 3 
samples need further justification?  We disagree entirely. 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
 


1. PacRim’s review should consider 
whether to expand the area and 
number of sampling stations  


Despite the analyses previously presented, PRC is requesting the area of 
applicability be reduced to Middle Creek rather than expand the sampling at this 
late stage of the review. 


a. If PacRim’s position is that 
Site 141 accurately represents 
those water quality 
parameters applicable to 
conducting a WER for 
aluminum and zinc in light of 
EPA’s concerns about the 
effects of dissolved organic 
carbon (DOC), then 
additional documentation 
should be developed that 
addresses EPA’s technical 
concerns identified in the 5-
29-15 document.  


PRC used all available TOC data and graphically evaluated it based on seasonal 
differences (see previous memo’s discussed above along with the January 25, 2016 
memo specific to TOC in Middle Creek). Assuming that the ratios of DOC to 
TOC are consistent (based on the break down done for the WER samples), the 
results of this evaluation shows some difference between TOC measured 
temporally.  These graphs have been included in the Jan 25th, 2016 transmittal.  
However, the values from the WER samples showed it covered most of this range 
(Temporal variability max and min between 9 (late summer and fall) and 2 (winter) 
with most of the samples clustered between 3 and 7.  The WER samples ran the 
range of 4.5 to 7.7.  As iterated above, PRC maintains that they have adequately 
demonstrated that the WER testing covers any significant difference in water 
quality temporally at the project site.   


 
With specific regard to DOC, it has not been (and typically isn’t in baseline studies) 
directly measured historically.  However, DOC would not be expected to be more 
variable between sites than TOC, or other major water quality variables, such as 
pH, total alkalinity, and hardness.  EPA’s DOC to TOC ratio discussed in their 
comment was based solely on the 3 samples obtained for the WER study and then 
applied to the entire site, while they did not consider or comment on the PRC 
analyses presented in the 2013 Tetra Tech memorandum.  Furthermore, 
information collected by others in EPA Region 10, such as Oregon have 
demonstrated a very close correlation between TOC and DOC and this type of 
result has also been mentioned in EPA’s recently published BLM implementation 
document dealing with missing input values for the BLM (EPA 820-R-15-106). 


2. PacRim’s review should also 
include consideration of the total 
number of samples used to 
conduct the WER and whether 


By reducing the area of applicability, we significantly, if not completely, remove the 
question of spatial representativeness.  If covering the full extremes of TOC in a 
WER for Al and Zn is what is being asked, we would suggest that we have 
accomplished that in the three samples collected. 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
additional WER tests are required 
to ensure that concerns regarding 
representativeness are addressed.  


 
 


 
3. If PacRim decides to conduct 


additional sampling to address 
EPA’s technical concerns, PacRim 
will develop a sampling plan that 
will be reviewed and approved of 
by DEC prior to implementation. 


We concur.  This is why we had the 2009 study plan reviewed and amended prior to 
initiation of testing.  The one caveat we would want added to this review is that it 
be a closed end process and not remain open for further discretion once the results 
are available.  A reviewed (and approved) sample plan should provide certainty for 
the applicant as well as a commitment from all parties involved in the process to 
that reviewed sample plan. 


  
ii. DEC requests EPA Headquarters 


(HQ) review of PacRim’s proposed 
approach to address aluminum and 
zinc (Per Steps (a)(i)(1-2) to determine 
if  


EPA was also part of the 2009 Study Plan Review.  Our thoughts would match 
those in the previous response (i3 above) 


1. EPA HQ concurs with PacRim’s 
findings that additional sampling is 
not needed or; 


We agree 


2. If additional water chemistry data 
should be collected in 2016 
(beyond what PacRim may 
propose to do) to ensure critical 
conditions are accurately 
characterized.  


 


iii. If such action is required, EPA should 
provide explicit comments on why 
PacRim’s proposal is not adequate and 
where/when additional sample 
collection is required.  


Thank you. 


  
b. If PacRim determines that the collection This statement is troubling.  IF more WER testing is proposed by the applicant 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
of additional site water for WER testing 
is required to improve both the spatial 
and temporal representativeness of the 
WER-based SSC for aluminum and zinc, 
PacRim will provide a draft sampling 
plan to DEC and EPA for review with 
the understanding that EPA may not 
provide comments prior to field work 
being conducted.  


and agreed upon, we do not want to repeat what we are in the midst of right now, 
6 + years after such a review.  We would REQUIRE agreement from EPA AND 
ADEC what additional sampling will complete the study and agree to accept the 
results of additional testing and how those results will be handled in the final 
calculation (not negotiated after the results are available) and move forward under 
EPA guidance documents for WER.  There needs to be clarity and certainty in the 
process. 


 


2. Representativeness of sampling data used to develop SSC studies used to develop SSC for copper 
 
 


ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
EPA reiterated concerns that DEC and 
PacRim have not been receptive to EPA’s 
technical comments regarding the treatment 
of copper. EPA stated that EPA HQ will not 
put additional resources into resolving this 
issue until PacRim formally commits to 
address EPA’s technical concerns rather than 
debate them. EPA’s concerns Include 
consideration of all sampling data from all 
waters associated with the project area and 
subject to the proposed SSC.  


PRC is requesting that the area of proposed SSC be reduced to Middle Creek to 
address concern of the representativeness of the work done to date.   
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 


a. PacRim has expressed a willingness to 
further discuss EPA’s concerns regarding 
‘representative’ data and what is 
appropriate to calculate a protective SSC 
for copper through application of the 
biotic ligand model (BLM). Such work 
has already commenced and PacRim has 
provided an initial summary of BLM 
calculations in the Chuitna Coal Project – 
Site Specific Criteria for Copper; Confirmation 
of hardness-based criteria from 2009 WER 
using BLM calculations (with technical 
assistance from Tetra Tech and WindWard 
Environmental memo, dated 12-09-2015, 
as well as source data and background 
information provided on 01-26-2016.  


A reminder that, when EPA first proposed the use of the BLM rather than the 
WER (2015), a comment made by EPA was “we believe you already have the data 
you need to do the calculations” based on their knowledge of the baseline 
information.  With this encouragement, we agreed to consider the BLM, at a 
minimum, as some type of “cross-check” or confirmation of the WER results.  
We proceeded to conduct such a calculation and provided the results in the 
memo referenced in the column.  It appears that the BLM method does indeed 
indicate that some relief of the Copper Criteria is allowable while being 
protective.  The BLM method results are significantly higher than the existing 
criteria but slightly lower than what the WER produced. We are open to finalizing 
this review by the agencies. 


As we do not have a processing mill or plant and would not be introducing 
copper into the system, and what elevated levels have been noted in the baseline 
reports are from natural sources, we are indeed willing to find a justifiable level of 
copper using the BLM, keeping in mind what the WER results indicated a 
protective level of copper of around 6.7 times the existing criteria. 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
i. DEC requests PacRim review EPA’s 


comments and the DEC response 
(05-29-15), specific to copper, and 
determine whether the existing water 
chemistry data, previously submitted 
to EPA, adequately represents the 
critical conditions for the purposes 
of conducting BLM testing. PacRim’s 
review should fully consider EPA’s 
concerns regarding the effects of 
DOC, including seasonal variations 
and whether use of the existing water 
quality database will provide enough 
information to run the BLM with 
confidence.  


PRC used all available TOC data and graphically evaluated it based on seasonal 
differences (see previous memo’s discussed above along with the January 25, 2016 
memo specific to TOC in Middle Creek). Assuming that the ratios of DOC to 
TOC are consistent (based on the break down done for the WER samples), the 
results of this evaluation shows some difference between TOC measured 
temporally.  However, the values from the WER samples showed it covered most 
of this range (Temporal variability max and min between 9 (late summer and fall) 
and 2 (winter) with most of the samples clustered between 3 and 7).  The WER 
samples ran the range of 4.5 to 7.7.   


 
When calculating the copper levels with the BLM, all of these TOC levels were 
included in the calculation and it includes samples from throughout the year.  
Hence, the temporal question as well as the spatial question are eliminated in the 
BLM as samples from throughout the Middle Creek Drainage, and from all times 
of the year, are included in the calculation as presented in the 12-09-15 memo and 
subsequent follow-up correspondence. 


ii. Should PacRim determine that 
additional sampling is required 
to ensure that concerns 
regarding the effects of DOC, 
including seasonal variations are 
addressed, a sampling plan will 
be submitted to DEC for review 
and approval prior to 
conducting field work.   


For the BLM calculation, we contend the spatial and temporal distribution 
questions are satisfied by using the existing baseline data from Stations C129, 
C140/141 and C180.  These include samples from the entire length of the 
drainage from all times of the year. 
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ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 
iii. DEC and PacRim request that 


EPA review and comment on 
appropriate datasets and inputs 
to derive protective criteria 
using BLM. 


Specifically, we would request that EPA specifically addresses : (1) the number 
of water sample included in the memo (10) satisfies the number of samples 
needed for the BLM, (2) the 15th percentile is appropriate in the results for 
establishing the criteria, and (3) by reducing the applicability to Middle Creek, 
and by using the water quality data from 3 stations along the creek, which were 
taken during all seasons of the year, should address any lingering concerns on 
representativeness of the sample site.  
 
We also would be requesting concurrence from EPA on some of the basic 
input values we proposed for the BLM.  One item is the humic acid input.  This 
is a parameter that is rarely tested and is a difficult lab test to conduct – 
differentiating humic from fluvic acid.  Although unmeasured, we propose it is 
reasonable, due to the background geology and ground cover (peat and other 
wetlands) that the humic acid in Middle Creek is higher than 10%; a 30% humic 
acid value is proposed based on soil information from the watershed.  Also, 
based on DOC and TOC measures in the WER testing, we have input DOC as 
approximately 70% of the TOC measured values.   


b. If EPA determines that the approach 
proposed by PacRim (12-09-2015) is 
not acceptable, DEC requests that EPA 
provide: 


N/A 


iv. Explicit comments (including 
citations) regarding why the data are 
not representative of the project area 
and applicable to the EPA (2007) 
BLM methodology version 2.2.3.  


We concur 


v. Explicit direction on additional 
datasets required to meet EPA’s 
concerns including sample location, 
season of concern, and flow regime.  


We are very sensitive to this input and discussion.  As far as we know, there are 
no guidance documents that specifically address or fill this gap.  While we are 
willing to go the BLM route, we are not interested in another round of 
negotiations on how to handle the data.  We have used it as best we can interpret 
from the guidance.   
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3. Groundwater/mine effluent considerations 
ADEC/EPA Comment or Request PRC Thoughts or Response 


a. DEC will establish monitoring conditions and limitations in 
the draft Alaska Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(APDES) permit to address future discharges of 
groundwater/mine effluent. 


ADEC has indicated that effluent limits for both chronic and 
acute WET testing will be required for all new industrial 
permits and that WET effluent limits will be included in the 
Chuitna Projects APDES permits.  This is typically standard 
practice, at least with the initial APDES permit term. 


i. DEC will provide EPA with preliminary draft permit 
language to review, discuss, and provide comments on 
prior to the formal public notice of the draft permit.  


PRC would appreciate seeing such language, even if just for 
informational purposes 


b. Through the permit development process, DEC will evaluate 
treatment options and possible contingency actions should a 
more stringent criteria become necessary due to changes in 
water chemistry cause by the permitted discharge or mining 
activities. 


PRC’s main concern here is a moving target for criteria.  As the 
effluent to be discharged is stormwater runoff within the 
mining area and unimpacted groundwater that is the current 
source of baseflow (with the exception of the SR1S portion).  It 
should be clear, that water treatment plants are not employed at 
coal mining operations; hence adding treatment trains is not an 
option as it may be in a mill for a hardrock mine.  Rather, water 
management will be via BMP’s for stormwater, specifically 
sediment ponds.  PRC is committed to trying to use in-line 
green sand filters to reduce iron and Mn concentrations in the 
glacial drift portion of the groundwater prior to discharge.  This 
is the major source of the existing baseflow and is reflective of 
why the local streams are naturally high in Fe and Mn. 


i. DEC requests continued EPA engagement in this 
discussion and confirmation whether such an issue will 
be raised in the context of site-specific criteria or 
permitting.  


 


 






